
Couunent 1: 

DOE has inconedly concluded that State G~undwater Staadards am not applicable to Rocky W. This 
fundanlend mistake will mean Wmuch o f  this document must be rewrittea in O r d e r  u) adequcely assess 
compliance with this A M R .  DOE has not presented fdl rationale with suppOrCirtg evidence that would 
convince EPA thac these standards are JXX appjicable, 
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Respanse: 

DOE has c3rehlly reviewed the Stace's groundwater ARARs position bad the regulations cmcanhg the 
State's Basic Standards for Ground Wrtet (5 CCR 1002-8,3.115). DOE has determined that &e State's 
basic standards are potential ARARs for all con- except radi6audides. The W / F S  will be 
revised to reflea this potential A l W l  at  OU-1: 

Conrment 2: I 

i 

I 

In light of the above comment, it is obvioUS that DOE'S preferred dternative of inStiWns comk will 
not achieve wmpliance with State Groundwam Standards. Therefore, oae of the other d t e d s  tbat 
will remediate groundwater must be chosen as a preferred dmative. Slnce the french drab and 
treatment plant are already in place, it seems that there is much advantage to utilizing both of these 
components and optimizing this system through added enhancements in order to reduce the remediation 
time frame. As such it may be necessary to consider other modifications to the dtemuves alrady 
presented, such as &e use of suriactants, brizoatal welts, etc. It is aIs0 aecesssary f~ more thoiougbly 
and accurately emluau? the effectiveness and cosf of the french drain and htearmenL plans faadrhg in the 
discontinued collection of 881 footing drain water. 

- 
! Response: 

The se ldon of a preferred remedy at OW-1 should be based OQ the results of the dWe&anaLysk%f 1 
alteraacives. This approach to a prefercat remedy seIection is consisrant with booth RCRA aad CEElCLA 
and subsequedl guidance under each. Assumiag that a medial actioa is ~rarranted, prior to examin& 
the revised results of the detailed adysiS of alternatives. is both premature and p & l y  misleading. 
M e r ,  it is wc obvious tbac the preferred altermive Rcommended in the OU-I draft CUSES report 
would a t  achieve comptiaace with State G d w a t e t  Swdards. Until a specific point of compliance 
is agreed upon, the EPh's asumprion that a remedial d o n  is necessary 10 achieve compliance under 
&Q $&ate G r o u a d w  Standards (which is differeat from the chemicalspecific ARARs presented in the 
CMSFS) is invalid. DOE has suggested demosfrating ampliance With cert.lin performance moniroring 
points in the interim while coqlianee is being d u d  by the agencies and the public. - 
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I Cornmat 3: 

l3e FS state3 that che preferred atternath for OUL k ihstituti4d a n a d  Without the ftMch dtairk but 
with groundwater monitorings. Under this saategy. chioriuated solvents in the subsurface will conthe 
to &ntnminatA groundwatet u n a  sources diminish through aaturaI processes. .However, due to some 
uocertainty regarding rhe location and w e  of the soutces, it is dfiicuIt to determine with confidence 
how long insticunoaal COOUOIS and groundwarer monitorhg will be required. Modeling results presented 
in the FS indicate that con- ' M at Woman Creek will continue to increase until the year 2369, br 
foc 375 years into the fuhna TQ ensure that Woman+ Creek is protected, it follows that gmuudwa&z 
monitoring will he required as Iong as condo us^ increase, but only 30 years of monitoring hs 
accounted for in the cost estimate for the preferred alrernative, I 

Response: 

The ratioaale €or costing a monitoring pmiod of 30 years is based ou standard mtiug pm&utes. 
Present w o d  analysis of COSLS will result in aentially similar values for monitoring a s s  for any perid 
beyond 30 years due to the influeace of tneresc famrs. For his reason. Xbyear monitoring periods are 
cosred for all aiternatives that require extended. manitociag. 

Comment 4: 

The source removal remedial alrernativa offer the possibility of removing SOMW yeas and potenciaUy 
reducing the post-ciosme moaitoring pericd ad the potential or fuhrz corrective action, Therefore, the 
time required to reach r e d i a l  action objectives @.A&) is one of the major difference amoug the thtee 
general types of dtcmatives evaluated (moaitochg,  con^ and source removal followed by residual 
conta.&mt coatahrnent and mnitorhg). The Mwt eoaluare the time elemens in mote detail before 
a remedial alternative is rzcammended. The report must also provide more discussion about the 
uncet-ajn:y of the source extent and how this uocatainty atreas the effectiveness of the source rernwal 
technologies. These discussbas must also consider the degree of confidence gained after the proposed 
soil gas study is wuduaed. In additioo, &e FS must estimate the time it will take b rad 3 point when 
monitoring is no longer requited for ea& dternative and incorporate these results into the comparative 
analysis. Tbe FS must also cowider the u n m i q  associated with the modds when evalwtiag the 
effectiveness of the various strategies. Finally, the FS should incorporate a SeaSiCivity analysis in0 the 
model resuits to furrtrer evaluare the impact of su- contaminant uncertaizrty. 

RdpolLW 

Where possible, the elernan of this cornmaat will be included in the rev' L S&S report. Kowever, 
in genemt, the commeac is referring to additioa quantification of paramerer~ while requesting furrher 
disLussions on the uncertainCy of those parameters. It is because of the large uncerrainty assoCiated with 
che source areas at OU-1 chat it was nof deemed appptjare u) specify the monitoring periods required 
for each alternative. It would be,inappmpdare to attempr fo specify monitoring periods unless data are 
available for evaluarion der cornpletioa of an acoisa The pu- of analp* data afow an action 
would be to derea treads id conraminanr conceactadom. In addition, these time wid will not affea 
che sel&on of a preferred remedy, znd therefore are ~ o t  Critical to the detailed d y s b  of alteraarives, 

Comment 5: 
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Given the proximity of OW1 to Woman Creek, one of the primary functions of any remediation that 
occurs at  OUl should be to p r o w  Woman Creek and tbe associared ecologkd recepcors. Therefore, 
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pmteaing ecol~gicai receptors associatt?ci with woman cw rrmst be aa RAO for OW. I 

I 
I 

7l& issue will be discussed Wer through a specid work group designated by DOE and the regulatory 
agencies ta resolve specific comhqts. However, this expcsute route was not included in the SVRI: 
report or the BRA and it is d e s  why the EPA is raking the issue at this time. 

Comment 6: I 

It is uncertain whether Woman crsek and the bssodated ecological receptors will be p & t d  under the. 
proposed remedid dtarnative. Throughout the FS, the text states that maximum czi’ntnminant fevds 
(MCLs) need to be met ody at Woman Creek to be protective. It is not dear whether M c t s  will protect 
ecological tecepcocs associated with Woman creek. Ihe FS must be revised U) illusn4ftehow Woman 
Cteek ecological receptors will be proteaed from OUI a ~ o a  

€u!spodse: 
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See response to GeneraI Commeni #5. 

Comment 7: 

More desiled discussion about the proposed monitoring plan mst be added to b e  FS, particularfy since 
monitoring is one of the primary features of the p d d  dtemtive and is a w n  to dl alternatives. 
The alternatives that would s q e n d  frszlch drah operations bur leave it in place (Alternatives 0 and 1) 
imply that monitoring wilI continue, and that the drain will be t&v& only if moaltoring 
results exceed predicted values. The only locatiorts for hi& predicred values u e  given in Appendix B 
are both down gradient ofthe freach drain. The text does not specify which monitoring wdls  orr respond 
to these Iomtions. Regardless, by rhe time wnctmmtiom begin to ex& predicted value down gradient 
of the fiench drain, it may be too late for &e f r ach  drain to be effective. If a contamination front is 
detected below the french drain, it i s  prohable that the cbncamimcs have already spread tkuoughout the 
Iength of the frmch drain. Monitoring wefb char will be used to trigger remedial decisions should be 
locared above the portion of the french drain that intersectS the expected cootaminant flow path. 
Currently, the ciosest well reported to have 9,500 micrograms pa liter &/L) of uichlocoethene (TCE), 
2,600 &L of carbon tetrachloride, and 590 pg/L of tettachlomethane (PCE) f h m  apample collected 

should be used that will optimize the wdl location with taspect’to bedrock t 
con- plume. 

. 

in late 1992. On the basis of these results, french drain operatioa should MC be 
of the alternatives. If tuture wveils are planned for ths area above the f r e d  

Respoose: 

The location of monitoring wells h typically wt a ampoaent of the CMSES as it does not affea 
alckrnaave development or the derailed analysis of dternatives. This iaformattOn is usually included in 
the PRAPPP, CADIROD, or in a posrclosure mnaOring plan. More informariou regarding the 
monitoring plan wiII be incorporated into the Cus/Fs report at the agency’s request, althoug!~ DOE 
disagrees chat the information is relevant m the remedy selecdoa process. 

C o r n m t  8: 
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Thwue is RO mention in this d4cument of the buried gas trartsmtssion lk4 that ~ ~ O S S ~ S  OUt in an east-wtst 
direction between 119.1 and the French Drain. The exhmce of this feature could catainIy impact some 
of the alternatives, discussed ia. thk doauneat. ,4ddtianaUy, sidce-thts, line lies in the path of the 
migraring con tamhwed pundwzte-r, an evalrradon of how it might be affecting migration is needed. 

Response: . .  

IC is unciear how this comment auld  impact the remedial aaioa alternatives presented in the CMSES 
report The line is a utility feamre which Hill undoubtedly be tcvieweU during detailed dafgn. The 
purpose of the CMSCFS report is to avaluaw maceptual approaches ta remediakioa of OU-1. Details such 
as &e transmission line do not impact Ute analysis, especially in the case Acre the line is.aot in the 
immediate vicinity of the treatment m e  as is the case here. In addition, evaluation of the transmission 
line as a potential route for amaminant migation is aot within the scope or purpose of the ChdSES 
report. This issue should have raked during the preparatioa of the RFI/RI report if EPA felt that 
it warranted significaac atteation. 

Comment 9: 

This reporc fdds co d e  us8 of all available and pednem data, and this is especially niucal in the 
ground water modeling that was pet-fcmned. Apparently only analydcal data from 1990 through mid 1992 
was wed in the modeling, even though data from 1987 to &e present is readily available for this purpose. 
Nor wece the soil gas survey results from December 1993 mentioaed or presaW, although a rrmdl oidez 
@re-1987) sod gas survey was cited a few times in the text. What happen4 to the cores and associated 
data that were proposed in the OU1 Treatability Study Work plan; Soa Rushing, BbcreamenG and Radio 
Frequency Heatiag; September, 1998 'hf work plan was designed for the purpose of colleaing site 
specific data to be used in evaluating alternativesfor the OU1 CMSES and any data that was collected 

i 
the present date and wilI conhue to be available in the furure. However, the groundwater model ~ J J S  i 
Response: 

DOE believes it is appropriate to use the dara sa considered in the RFI/RI report for the groundwater 
model c o ~ m c t e d  for the Off-1 CMSIFS. Groundwater monitorhg data for the hillside is available to 

coasider a data set &at is static and cannot be updated continuously based on current monitoring! 
programs. The data set sdected for the model is the mast appropriate dam set to use ghen its use in rhj 
RFyru rqmrt. ca which results of the mbdd are being compared. - Rmedy selection is based OR  ti^ 
results of the CMS/FS report, which in rum is based on the resuits f tha RFYRI report I t I 

, 

Note that tke inceut of che uatability study work plan was uot w gather soil characterization data. Rathd 
the intent of the srudy was fo gather soil samples for testing of v;uiouS ueameat technologies. 
Unfomraaeely, soil samples recovered contained few if any daectbble c o d d o n s  of concjminapRs even 
though they were taken from the m w  prubable confaminaat regioas at IHSS 119.1, Data from the tm 
themseives were supposed to be used for evaluatidg alternatives. Since the rests were not performed due 
u) the UnavailabiIiry of concminared soils, the data are not aMiIable to include in the CMS/FS repon 
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